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Current Topics. 


The Washington Conference. 

ON THE opening of the Washington Conference we joined with 
the rest of the world in wishing it success. We could not, having 
regard to our position, do otherwise, for the success of the 
Conference would have meant a long step in the direction of sub- 
stituting law for force in the management of international relations. 
The Treaty of Versailles—its one redeeming feature—has in 
Part I, “ The Covenant of the League of Nations,” provided in 
Art. 8 for a general limitation of armaments, and in Art. 14, for 
the establishment of a Permanent Court of International Justice. 
To the latter provision effect has been given, and the Court is 
ready to hear cases so soon as the nations have laid aside their 
arms and consented to submit'to its jurisdiction. The former point 
the President of the United States proposed to effect at Washington 
more speedily and more completely than the League of Nations 
could do at Geneva. The time was ripe. Germany had been 
disarmed, and was ready to take her place in a disarmed world. 
It may be too soon to say that the Washington Conference has 
failed completely. There is the Four-Power Treaty for the 
regulation of interests in the Pacific which may emerge as an 
accomplished thing. But disarmament on land, at sea, and in 
the air has not only received a definite setback, but even a 
limitation of armaments is, it seems, too much for civilization to 
attempt. The Washington Conference has, we fear, like the 
second Peace Conference at the Hague, had its MARSCHALL VON 
BIEBERSTEIN, though not from Germany, and, no doubt, there are 
recognizable differences in the two cases. The rivalry of nations 
on the European Continent is to be still, as in former centuries, 
the fatal obstacle to peace. But if the short cut planned at 
Washington has miscarried, the Permanent Court of Justice 
remains, and the League of Nations, though temporarily eclipsed, 
will, it may be hoped, not cease to work for the realization of 
Art. 8. Meanwhile it must be remembered that Great Britain 
has put forward a strong, though unsuccessful, plea for the 
abolition of the submarine, a weapon which, like aircraft, can 
never conform to the rules of war, but must remain essentially 


inhuman. 
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Treasury Bills and Income Tax. 

SOME TIME ago we received a communication from esteemed 
correspondents calling our attention to the decision of the House 
of Lords in National Provident Institution v. Brown on liability 
to income tax on discounts, but at that time a full report of the 
case was not available. It has now appeared, however, in the 
Law Reports (1921, 2 A.C. 222), and though its effect in practice 
may not be very great, it is a very important pronouncement 
on the method of taxation under the Income Tax Acts. The 
short point was that the respondents had in the years 1915-16 
and 1917-18, purchased Treasury Bills to a large amount, and 
had either sold them or held them till maturity, in each case 
making a profit—{£5,222 in 1915-16, and £20,566 in 1916-17. 
The transactions were closed in the latter financial year, and 
consequently no income accrued under this head in 1917-1918. 
Two points arose, first, whether the whole of the realized profit 
on the sale or payment of the bills was to be treated as discount, 
or whether some part might be attributed to increase in market 
value so as to be an accretion to capital. This would, in practice, 
be a very difficult distinction to make, and it was held by 
Row att, J. (1919, 2 K.B. 497) to be wrong. . In the Court of 
Appeal (1920, 3 K.B. 35), also, it was held to be wrong where the 
bills were held till maturity; but in the case of earlier sale 
(Warrinecton, L.J., on this point dissenting), other elements 
than mere increase in the amount received were to be taken into 


account. The House of Lords, however, have overruled this 
distinction, and have held, agreeing with Rowtartrt, J., and 


Warrinoron, L.J., that in either case the whole profit made is a 
profit on discount within rule 2, applicable to case 3, of 
Schedule D in the Income Tax Act, 1842, the Act there in question 
—see now case 3, r. 1 (b), of the Act of 1918—and chargeable as 


such. 


Profits as a Condition of Income Tax. 

Bur OF MORE general interest is the second point, which 
arose in Brown's Case, Under rule 1 of case 3 (Act of 1842; 
r. 2 of 1918), the duty to be charged is to be computed at a 
sum not less than the full profits arising within the preceding 
year, to be paid on the actual amount of such profits without 
any deduction. In general, of course, profits run on from year 
to year, and the tax for one year is, as a matter of convenience, 
computed on the profits of the previous year. But suppose 
there are no profits made in the year of charge ; is there still 
to be an assessment based on the profits of the previous year, 
or does the tax-payer now escape? Row att, J. took the 
former view. The tax-payer is liable, notwithstanding that in the 
year of charge he has made no profit ; but the Court of Appeal, 
reversing him, held that the miking of some profit in the year 
of charge is a condition of liability, and the House of Lords 
(Lords HALDANE, ATKINSON and Sumner, Lord Cave dissenting) 
have affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal. Thus, where 
a tax-payer makes a casual profit, such as on a discount trans- 
action, in one year, and makes none in the next, he avoids liability, 
provided he can keep this return separate from the rest of his 
income. This was done—apparently by agreement with the 
Inland Revenue—in the present case, but it is not clear that it 
would always be admitted. Lord Sumner, in his judgment, 
said, in reference to the rule that the Crown must show a clear 
power to tax: “‘ Applied to income tax, however, this is an 
ironical proposition. Most of the operative clauses are unintelli- 
gible to those who have to pay the taxes, and in any case derive 
such clarity as they possess from the judges who have interpreted 
them.” Still, if a person can play the in and out game aad make 
profits only every other year, he may escape taxation altogether. 
The prospect holds out new hope to the harassed tax-payer. 


Payment after Action Brought. 
Tue Covrt of Appeal, although reversing (Times, 21st inst.) 


considerable difficulty in persuading themselves to do so. The 
plaintiffs were suing for a liquidated debt, namely the amount of 
a hotel bill incurred by the defendant. After action brought, 
the defendant paid this bill in full, without giving notice to the 
plaintiffs’ solicitors, and in due course pleaded ‘‘ payment after 
action brought.” This sort of defence always puts the plaintiffs 
inadifficulty. For if they discontinue proceedings they lose their 
costs; if they refuse to accept payment as post diem and go on, 
they may get their judgment with costs, but fail afterwards to 
get in the money now freely offered ; and if they accept and go 
on—as was done in this case—the very difficult question arises 
as to how and for whom judgment should be given. Mr. Justice 
Avory held that there had been a breach of contract which was 
actionable when action was brought, and ‘that therefore the 
plaintiffs were entitled to damages, but must give credit for the 
amount accepted: he naturally gave the plaintiffs costs, but 
that is a matter for the judge’s discretion, rather than one 
of principle. The Court of Appeal held that the payment after 
action brought was a good payment in satisfaction of the debt, 
and entered judgment for the defendant, but did not interfere 
with the judge’s order as to costs. 


Payment as “‘ Accord and Satisfaction.” 


Tue Logic of the Court of Appeal’s decision just discussed 
is very doubtful, and this they themselves felt. For, obviously, 
a payment can only be a good performance of the contract if 
it is made in accordance with the contract. If not so made 
until after action brought, clearly there has been no performance 
at all: there was an actionable breach, in respect of which the 
plaintiff is entitled to “damages for breach ” and not to “ payment 
in performance.” These, of course, are two very different things. 
On principle, all this seems too clear for argument. But, in 
such a case, where a plaintiff afterwards accepts the amount 
of the debt, he accepts that sum by way of solatium for the 
injuria done him by the non-feasance of the debtor. But 
a solatium seems indisputably a case of ‘‘accord and satisfaction,” 
not of payment. That being so, the question arises how the 
action is affected by such “accord and satisfaction ” subsequent 
to the writ. It would seem on principle that the plaintiff is 
still entitled to nominal damages for infringement of his con- 
tractual rights at the date of the writ ; but is not, of course, entitled 
to substantial damages, since he has at the date of judgment 
ceased to suffer any such as the result of the “accord and 
satisfaction.” This would seem to be the correct solution of 
this intricate legal problem. That it is correct in principle, 
the Court obviously felt ; but they were faced with the unfortunate 
difficulty that, in reported cases, the acceptance has long been 
regarded as acceptance of payment of the debt, and not as 
“accord and satisfaction” of the right to damages. Probably 
the passages quoted by the Court and to the Court in these 
reported decisions were in reality only per incuriam ; the subtlety 
of the point not being clearly apprehended. In “ Bullen and 
Leake,” third edition, p. 478, the editor says : “ In the common 
case of a debtor paying his creditor a debt post diem, the defence 
is really one of accord and satisfaction, though from the frequent 
recurrence of the transaction it is looked upon as a distinct 
defence under the name of payment.” Again, the cases show 
that if the defence of payment is pleaded generally, 7.e., without 
specific limitation toa particular amount and place and date, it is 
taken to be pleaded to the whole cause of action, and a payment 
in satisfaction of the damages as well as of the debt must be 
shown: Randall y. Moore (2C.B.261). But payment after action 
brought is not a complete defence unless expressly made in satis- 
faction of all damages and costs of the action as well as of the debt ; 
Goodwin v. Friend (18 Q.B. 757). If, however, payment is made 
after breach, but before action, it is a complete defence : Beaumont 
v. Greathead (2 C.B. 494); but that is obvious common sense, 
for no further damages by way of legally recognised costs have 
been incurred, and therefore there is nothing outstanding to be 





Mr. Justice Avory’s decision in Société Des Hotels Du Touquet 
Paris-Plage v. Cumming (1921, 3 K.B. 459), evidently had some 


paid after satisfaction of the debt. 
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Standard Rent of Converted Premises. 

Ir is NoT very often that a court commits itself to the view 
that any problem arising out of the Rent Restrictions Act is a 
“simple matter” ; but in Phillips v. Barnett (ante, p. 124), the 
Court of Appeal found itself in the pleasing position of being able 
to say this—or, at any rate, to say that the problem presented to 
them was the “ simplest ” that had yet been put forward for 
their solution under that statute. Three adjoining houses were 
within the Act. The landlord converted them into business 
premises, for which he was able to secure a rent of £700, being 
more than twice their united rentals when previously let as 
dwelling-houses. The tenant then raised the question as to what 
was the “ standard rent” of the premises. It was not disputed, 
of course, that the premises had been “ converted ”’ so as to form 
a “new building”; and at first sight it seems beyond the 
ingenuity of any lawyer to discover any means of suggesting that 
the new premises were either within the Act at all or subjected 
to any “ standard rent.” But s. 12 (6) contains some words 
which acted as a loophole to let in contention. ‘‘ Where this Act 
has become applicable to any dwelling-house . * runs that 
sub-section, “‘ it shall continue to apply thereto whether or not 
the dwelling-house continues to be one t® which this Act applies.” 
Now, argued the tenant, each of those three houses was once a 
“ dwelling-house to which the Act applied ” ; it has not continued 
to be a dwelling-house to which the Act applies ; but that does 
not matter, for the sub-section says the Act is to “‘ continue to 
apply,” whether the dwelling-house continues within its pro- 
visions or not. Therefore each of these three converted houses 
is still subject to the statutory “ standard rent,” and therefore 
the new building is likewise so subject. Frankly, this is not 
convincing. In the first place, the dwelling-houses to which the 
Act applied have ceased to exist ; here there is a new building. 
In the second place, the sub-section implies that there shall be 
continuous identity of the building to which the Act had once 
become applicable, although it may change its purposes ; but here 
there is no such identity. Naturally, neither the Divisional 
Court nor the Court of Appeal had any hesitation about refusing 
to confer on this building the protection of the Statute. 


Contributory Negligence in Admiralty. 

It 1s well-known that the Maritime Convention Act, 1911, 
altered to some extent the old Admiralty rule that where vessels 
in a collision are both to blame, each shall bear a moiety of the 
total losses, and introduced the common law rule that the vessel 
whose negligence was the causa proxima of the accident must 
bear the blame, notwithstanding negligence by the other which 
contributed to the accident. The extreme complexity of con- 
ditions at sea causes difficulties in ascertaining the real and final 
culprit in the somewhat precise and confident way required by 
the common law rule of “ Contributory Negligence ”’ ; and it is 
not at all certain that this statutory amendment of the law was 
wise. However that may be, it gives rise to difficulties, one of 
which is illustrated by Admiralty v. Owners of S.S.“ Volute” 
(ante, p. 156). Two steamships had collided ; one of them was a 
destroyer in charge of a convoy of oil-tank vessels ; the other 
was a merchant vessel. On the facts the House of Lords held 
that the merchant vessel had omitted a whistle required by way 
of signal under the Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea, 
whereas the destroyer had omitted to increase its speed in time 
to avoid the collision. It was agreed that, if the merchant vessel 
had blown her whistle, there would have been no collision, and 
also that, if the destroyer had increased her speed, there would 
likewise have been no collision. The old Admiralty Rule would 
have held both vessels to blame and assessed the loss between 
them. The new rule, based partly on the common law, renders 
it necessary to assess the whole loss on that vessel whose negligence 
was last in point of time, provided it could——by abstaining from 
negligence—have avoided the collision. The view taken by the 
House of Lords, and expressed by Lord BIRKENHEAD in a 
judgment which Lord Frn.ay praised as a great contribution to 
the law on the subject, was that, in order to apply the common 





law principle of contributory negligence under the complicated 
circumstances which occur at sea, it is necessary that there 
should be some appreciable difference of space, time, and episode 
between the two successive acts of negligence the respective 
culpabilities of which arein question. Whereno such distinction 
of episodes exists, it is not practicable to apply the causa proxima 
rule, and the old principle must still be taken as a guide in 
determining the liability of the parties. 


A Roving Patent of Custody of the Great Seal. 

WueN A Lord Chancellor wishes to leave the United Kingdom, 
it is, as all the world knows, first necessary that a Commission 
should be appointed to take care of the Great Seal in his absence. 
In former days the Lord Chancellor usually stayed in England 
during his term of office, so that the difficulty seldom presented 
itself in practice. Lord Broucuam, indeed, once visited France ; 
but this was regarded as a personal eccentricity of that famous 
man. Some years ago Lord Hautpaneg, while Chancellor, wished 
to go abroad, and the long disused etiquette involved in the 
custody of the Great Seal during his absence was once more 
revived. Lord BrrkeNHEAD has already paid, we think, two 
foreign visits, one a rather lengthy one to the Mediterranean : 
and now we gather that he does not mean to be worried any 
more by the irksomeness of getting a custodian appointed each 
time before he takes leave. For by letters patent bearing date 
3rd December, 1921, the King has appointed Lord Curzon of 
Kedleston, Lord Hatpane, Lord Fintay, Lord BucKMASTER, 
the Master of the Rolls, and the Lord Chief Justice of England, 
to be Commissioners for the care and custody of the Great Seal 
“ during any absence ” (the italics are ours) of Lord BIRKENHEAD 
from the United Kingdom. Evidently Lord BiRKENHEAD means 
to go abroad as and when he finds it convenient. But why 
appoint so many as six Commissioners to look after the Seal in 
his absence 2? And which one of the six is actually to hold the 
Talisman ? Moreover, are all six to sign as witnesses when the 
Great Seal is affixed to any document during the absence of 
Lord BrrKENHEAD. We foresee all sorts of delicate questions of 
constitutional practice arising out of the novel plan involved in 
appointing a roving commission to look after the Great Seal when 
Lord BIRKENHEAD prefers to escape the heavy responsibility 
which constant attendance upon a Seal must impose on his active 
and still youthful temperament. 








Impeachment. 


: 
Iv is understood that the reform of the House of Lords will be one 
of the main subjects to be dealt with in the next session of 
Parliament, and this will involve incidental questions such as the 
judicial functions of the House, and the procedure upon impeach- 
ment. On this procedure Sir Harry PpLanp has written an 
interesting letter to The Times (27th inst.) in which he outlines 
the procedure, and compares it shortly with the impeachment 
of federal officers in the United States. The procedure in both 
countries was exhaustively considered in Dr. ALEXANDER 
Simpson, Junior's ‘‘ Treatise on Federal Impeachments,” 
published by the Law Association of Philadelphia in 1916. It 
is a singular fact that, just when impeachments were becoming 
obsolete in England, they were starting on a new career in the 
United States. Beginning at the end of the thirteenth, or 
perhaps, the fourteenth century—the actual date is uncertain— 
and settled, to a certain extent, in 1399, by the statute, 1 Hen. 4, 
c. 14, they were in frequent use until the Rebellion of 1745. 
What purports to be a complete list is given in STEPHENS 
“ History of the Criminal Law ” (p. 159), but Dr. Simpson says 
it is incomplete, and also includes trials which were not inpeach- 
ments. He himself gives a fuller list, including these quasi- 
impeachments, of some hundred cases, affecting indifferently 
bishops, judges, rebel lords, and statesmen. To read the names 
recalls the history of England for four centuries. The list finishes 
with the impeachment of WARREN Hastings (1786)—the most 
famous of all—and Lord MELVILLE (1806). 
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No doubt impeachment has fallen into disuse, partly because, 
without such remedy, statesmen are bound to obey the will of 
Parliament, and disobedience to such will is usually a breach of 
the ordinary law (see Dicey’s Law of the Constitution, 8th edition, 
p- 450), and for all defaulting public officers, removal is brought 
about by other and speedier means. When the American 
Constitution was under discussion the WarreN HastINGs 
impeachment was in progress; but in fact the procedure was 
introduced from existing State constitutions rather than by the 
analogy of this famous instance (see Bryce, Amercian Common- 
wealth, I, p. 50). Under Art. II, s. 4, the President, Vice- 
President, and all civil officers of the United States can be 
removed from office on impeachment for, and conviction of, 
“treason, bribery, or other high crimes and misdemeanours.” 
Under Art. I, s. 3, the Senate tries impeachments. Usually the 
Vice-President, who is President of the Senate, presides, but on 
an impeachment of the President of the United States, the Chief 
Justice presides, Conviction requires the concurrence of two-thirds 
of the members present. Judgment may not extend farther 
than the removal from and disqualification for office, but the 
party convicted remains liable to trial and punishment in the 
ordinary course of law. 

The list of impeachments begins in 1797, and includes nine 
cases, one being the unsuccessful impeachment of President 
ANDREW JOHNSON in 1868. But six out of the nine are impeach- 
ments of federal judges, and this, indeed, is the only way of 
removing a judge for misconduct. The cases, which charged 
judicial misconduct and also the specific matters mentioned, are : 
Joun Pickertne (1804, drunkenness), convicted; SAMUEL 
CHaseE (1805, political partizanship), acquitted ; James H. Peck 
(1830, oppressive use of “ contempt ”), acquitted; West H. 
HumpuReys (1862, joining the Confederate States), convicted ; 
CHARLES SwayNe (1905, improper use of contempt ”’), 
acquitted ; and Ropert W. ArcuBap (1912, obtaining financial 
advantages), convicted. The other cases were that of WILLIAM 
Biount (1797), who escaped because he was held not to be a civil 
officer; and WituiAM W. Becknap (1876), who escaped because 
he had ceased to be Secretary of War before the articles of 
impeachment were preferred. 

Thus the procedure has a very limited scope in America, and 
is obsolete here ; but Lord Bryce says that in America it could 
not be dispensed with, and Sir Harry Pouanp deprecates its 
formal abolition with us. Doubtless the history and use of the 
procedure in the United States and here will be carefully con- 
sidered should the question arise in connection with the reform 
of the House of Lords. 








The Limitations on County Court 
Appeals. 

No fewer than three cases of the first magnitude relating to 
the principles which govern appeals from county courts have 
been decided within the last twelve months or thereabouts, a fact 
which is eloquent of the growing tendency of this cheap and 
popular court to arrogate toitself the lion’s share of first instance 
work in England. Curiously enough, each of the cases in question 
relates to a matter frequently discussed by practitioners, and in 
the legal press; so it is somewhat surprising that the points 
have only so very recently arrived at the status of being res 
judicate. In Flannagan v. Shaw (1920, 3 K.B. 96), it was 
decided that the decision of a county court judge can only be 
reversed by a Divisional Court consisting of two judges, if both 
judges concur : failing such concurrence, the judgment appealed 
against stands ; 7.¢., the non-contents have it. Until quite lately 
this concurrence rule was in much doubt, for when two judges 
sitting together differed, there was a vicious custom which 
compelled the junior judge to withdraw in favour of the senior, 
so that the result—affirmation or reversal—turned on the 
accident which of the two judges was senior to the other! 





Such a rule seems absurd enough from our present day standpoint; 
but it has an historical origin. When Lord BrovcHam originally 
brought county courts into existence, in the “ thirties ” of the 
last century, the county court was at first placed in a position 
resembling that occupied by justices, that is to say, the judge’s 
decision was final and non-appealable ; but he could state a 
case on a point of law and, in a proper case, if he refused so to do, 
could be made to state one by a writ of mandamus. His court 
was subject to control by the King’s Bench in precisely the same 
way as justices are now. Mandamus, certiorari and prohibition 
would be issued against him. But certiorari, as in the case of 
justices, only availed when there was either (1) no jurisdiction 
to hear and determine; or (2) jurisdiction existed by “ fraud, 
mistake or collusion ;”’ or (3) an essential error in law appearing 
on the face of the judgment. The very narrow limits of correction 
which were thus allowable will be obvious. 

The old character of county court jurisdiction, however, 
explains how it was that, on appeal, the decisions of a county 
court judge were taken so lightly. Such appeals were the opinion 
of the King’s Bench Judges on a case stated, and that being so, 
there was no reason why the point put before them for deter- 
mination should be angwered in the negative merely because 
the judges differed. ia Tat, the only logical position would have 
been to hold that no answer at all had been given, the opinion 
of the judges being equally divided as to the proper reply. Con- 
sequently, the rule naturally grew up that the judges should 
agree at all costs and give some answer—just as a jury should agree 
—rather than render a trial quite abortive. Lord MELBouRNE’s 
famous advice to his Cabinet : “ It does not matter what we say, 
but we must all say the same,” will always be a tempting one 
to practical men faced with this difficulty. 

In 1888, the County Courts Act of that year revolutionised 
these courts of inferior civil jurisdiction. Henceforth, the 
case stated gave way completely to the appeal. The rules as to 
the grounds of appeal are to be found in ss. 120-125. Appeal lies 
only from “ the determination or direction of the judge in point 
of law and equity, or upon the admission or rejection of any 
evidence”: ibid.,s. 120. This means that there is no appeal 
as to the facts, but only on thelaw. But, in practice, something 
like an appeal on the facts is within very narrow limits possible. 
For it is possible to allege—(1) that there was no evidence sufficient 
in law to justify the verdict; or (2) that the verdict shows a manifest 
disregard of the rules as to the presumption of law; or (3) that 
the judge misdirected himself as to the principle he should apply 
in weighing the facts: Handley v. London, etc., Insurance Co. 
(1902, 1 K.B. 350). In the last case, however, it is necessary 
first to ask the judge to grant a new trial of his own decision, 
and on his refusal, to appeal: Sanatorium Co. v. Marshall (114 
L.T. 791). It will be seen from this that a county court judge, 
unlike a jury or a High Court judge acting as a jury, is not 
subject to appeal on the ground that his verdict was—(1) against 
the weight of evidence, or (2) unreasonable, or (3) perverse 
It may be not only against the weight of the evidence, but 
one for which there does not exist the minimum amount of 
legally admissible evidence necessary to found a finding of fact 
at all. The explanation of this anomaly, again, is of course 
likewise due to the fact that county court justice was originally 
analagous to the criminal jurisdiction of justices ; it was intended 
to be summary, speedy, cheap, certain, and therefore not easily 
subject to the cost and uncertainty of appeal. It was only with 
a good deal of reluctance that the courts admitted that an 
interlocutory order, no less than a final order, of a county court 
judge is appealable: How v. L. N. W. Ry. (1892, 1Q. B. 391). 
For the same reason appeals from the Divisional Court to the 
Court of Appeal are possible only with leave either of the Divisional 
Court or the Court of Appeal: Moore v. Singer Co. (1904, 1 K.B. 
820). . 

These general considerations based on the historical origin and 
purpose of the County Courts Acts explain some further 
peculiarities in the rules relating to appeal. The judge below 
does not, as a matter of course, take a note ; hence appeals are 








Li 
” i 
of fa 
at le 
but, 
on f; 
judg 
but 
of tl 
in e) 
beco 
whe! 
of tl 
out, 
abili 
at |. 
abili 
clea 
proc 
stati 
part 
so fe 
appl 
part 
stud 
unde 
plist 
force 
furn 
on ¢ 
deve 
*Fam 

to] 

Swe 





1g2I 

—— 
nd point; 
‘iginally 
” of the 
position 
 Judge’s 
State a 
30 to do, 
is court 
he same 
hibition 
case of 
sdiction 
* fraud, 
pearing 
rection 


oWever, 
county 
opinion 
Ing so, 
> deter- 
because 
ld have 
>pinion 

Con- 
should 
d agree 
URNE’S 
we say, 
ng one 


ionised 
h, the 
s as to 
eal lies 
| point 
of any 
appeal 
ething 
ssible. 
ficient 
unifest 
}) that 
apply 
*e Co. 
essary 
sision, 
1 (114 
udge, 
is not 
yainst 
verse, 
, but 
nt of 
f fact 
course 
inally 
ended 
sasily 
with 
1t an 
court 
391). 
» the 
ional 


K.B. 


1 and 
rther 
yelow 
s are 





Dec. 31, 1921. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


[Vol. 66.] 167 








not easy. At one time appeals were not possible in practice 
unless the advocate had begun by asking the judge to “ take a 
note”—which many county court judges visibly resented, 
much as a policeman resents being asked “ for his number ” : See 
County Courts Act, 1888, s.120. But R.S.C. Ord. 59, r. 8, now 
provides that the Divisional Court, in the absence of a judge’s 
note, or if it is defective, may accept any evidence they choose 
to deem trustworthy as to what happened below; and it was 
decided—only so recently as seven years ago—that the omission 
to ask is not an absolute bar to an appeal: Abrahams v. 
Dimmock (1915, 1 K.B. 662). Shorthand notes may be used, 
and often are so used. 

Another similar restriction is the fact that an appellant 
cannot raise a point not taken in the county court, even 
although all the facts are conclusive. A respondent, on the 
other hand, can raise any point he chooses, whether raised 
below or not. This seems obvious common sense, since the 
person who wins below is often stopped before he has taken 
all his points ; not so the person who loses, who is fully heard— 
or ought to be. Yet it was only in two recent cases, decided this 
year, that this rule as to respondent’s rights was actually decided : 
Simpson v. Crowle (37 T.L.R. 658), and Walter v. Thomas (37 
T.L.R. 325). The first of these two cases is not satisfactory 
as an authority, since it might have been decided also on 
another point, namely, that the county court had no jurisdiction 
whatever to make the order claimed, 7.e., an injunction simpliciter, 
where no right to damages exists. 

The question arises whether these old peculiar limitations 
on the right to appeal from a county court judge ought to be pre- 
served. Now that the County Courts Act of 1903 has given greatly 
extended jurisdiction, which can by agreement of the parties 
be increased, it seems unsatisfactory that a case should be 
appealable if commenced in the High Court, when not appealable 
if commenced in the county court. Probably, as regards the 
extended jurisdiction, 7.e., claims over £50, the tendency of any 
future legislation will be to place High Court and county court 
on a level. This might be done partly by “levelling up,”’ 7.e., 
giving equal rights of appeal; and‘partly by “levelling down,” 
assimilating High Court pleadings and proeedure to the more 
simple practice of the county court. 








Forensic Oratory. 


Lord Russell, of Killowen, says Mr. Kelly in his very interesting 
“ Historical Introduction ” to these extracts from the speeches 
of famous advocates*, gave it as his mature opinion that Juries— 
at least those of his country—are not as a rule dazzled by rhetoric, 
but, like most common-sense persons, base their conclusions 
on facts. And if this is so with juries, it is an a fortiori case with 
judges, especially since they are concerned not only with facts 
but with the law, which is still more impervious to the gifts 
of the orator. Hence this side of the advocates’ art is not much 
in evidence in ordinary trials, whether civil or criminal, and it only 
becomes impressive on exceptional occasions, as those, for instance, 
when political principles such as liberty of speech or the liberty 
of the subject are at stake. There is indeed, as Mr. Kelly points 
out, a wide distinction between forensic eloquence and forensic 
ability, and they do not always go together. ‘‘ The best pleaders 
at law are sometimes the worst pleaders in speech. Forensic 
ability is shown chiefly in thinking decidedly and enunciating 
clearly ; in knowing the rules of the courts and the rules of 
procedure ; in possessing a sound grasp of the common and 
statute law.’’ For the ordinary work of the advocate the essential 
part is that he should acquaint himself accurately with the facts 
so far as they can be ascertained, and then with the rules of law 
applicable to them. When, by diligent examination of the 
particular case, and the long preparation he has had by continuous 
study of the principles of the law, he has fitted his mind to 
undertake his task, all that is necessary for its successful accom- 
plishment is the faculty of presenting the case with clearness and 
force. No doubt, however, this requires certain gifts which 
furnish the foundation of eloquence, and which, when used 
on great occasions, and touched with feeling and imagination, 
develop into oratory of the highest kind. 
*Famous Advocates and their Speeches: British Forensic Eloquence from Lord Erskine 

to Lord Russell of Killowen. With an Historical Introduction. By Bernard W. Kelly. 

Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 7s, 6d 





Mr. Kelly dates the real history of British forensic eloquence 
from Lord Cowper, the first Chancellor of Great Britain, who died 
in 1723. Before that period the materials for recording it do 
not exist. And Lord Cowper’s eloquence, though attested 
by Pope and Chesterfield, was not exercised upon matters which 
have won for it any popular reputation. It comes rather as a 
surprise to find his name put prominently forward in this connec- 
tion. But that is because the art of the advocate, like all other 
arts merely personal to the individual, is essentially temporary, 
and leaves little impression when its immediate effects have passed 
away. And those who followed him, Lord Harwicke in equity and 
Lord Mansfield at common law, are rightly remembered for their 
influence as judges on the formation of the law, rather than for the 
eloquence they displayed at the bar. 

The opportunities, indeed, for forensic oratory were, down to 
modern times, materially diminished by the harsh rule which 
prevented persons accused of serious crime from being defended by 
counsel. The difficulty which attended the removal of injustices— 
now seen clearly to have been such—isa singular phenomenon of the 
social life of a period in many respects no whit behind the Victorian 
age, and suggests that future ages will see as clearly the 
injustices of these times. Mr. Kelly recalls that the refusal of 
counsel for the defence was a matter of protest in the Long 
Parliament, and even excited the reprobation of Jeffreys. The 
Revolution was soon followed by a relaxation of the law in this 
respect, but the barbarities of the Criminal Code both here and 
on the Continent lasted another century and more, and though 
their partial removal coincided generally with the French 
Revolution, it was due rather to the liberal ideas which preceded 
that revolution than to any popular outbreak. In fact, in this 
country the reaction against the French excesses put back the 
hand of reform. 

But ultimately in the early part of the last century the worst 
features of the penal code were removed, and in 1836 the right 
of defence by counsel was extended to all cases—a result, no 
doubt, assisted by the statement of Lord Denman, C.J., in the 
House of Lords, that an indictment for counterfeiting sixpence, 
being a misdemeanour, did not deprive the accused of counsel ; 
but if two sixpences, it did, since this was a felony. This enlarge- 
ment of the scope of advocacy was followed by a tendency to 
convert sensational trials at the Old Bailey into society functions. 
But Punch and common-sense soon checked this, and criminal 
advocacy is now no more an occasion for impassioned oratory 
than in civil trials. Mr. Kelly considers that a long step in 
dethroning oratory was taken when in 1898 accused persons were 
allowed to give evidence. ‘‘ While,’’ he says, “ the Act is generally 
regarded as an additional safeguard to the really innocent, it has 
proved a veritable pitfall to the guilty.” The conclusion seems 
to be that while the bar gives ample scope for clear thinking and 
clear speaking, the advocate finds there nowadays little 
opportunity for impassioned oratory. 

The extracts which Mr. Kelly gives are made to commence 
with Lord Erskine, but really Lord Thurlow who follows was 
earlier in date, and they include John Philpot Curran (1750-1817), 
Sir James Mackintosh (1765-1832), Daniel O’Connell (1775-1847), 
Sir Thomas Noon Talfourd (1795-1854), Lord Lyndhurst (1772- 

1863), Lord Brougham (1778-1868), Edwin James (1812-1882), 
William Ballantine (1812-1887), and Lord Russell of Killowen 
(1832-1900). In each case the extracts are prefaced by a short 
biographical notice. Probably Erskine’s is the most famous*name 
in the annals of British advocacy, because, apart from the 
intrinsic merits of his oratory, it was used in the service of free 
speech; and at his death, as Mr. Kelly says, Brougham, in a 
noble panegyric, reminded the nation that if the power of freely 
discussing the deeds of our rulers, and of promoting wholesome 
changes in our Constitution, had come to be regarded as a 
patriotic and not a traitorous act, it was almost entirely due to 
this great man to whom ‘‘ under Heaven, we owe the felicity of 
the times.’’ Other names in Mr. Kelly’s list are interesting for 
special circumstances which add interest to their oratorical 
reputation so far as this survives—Daniel O'Connell, the 
‘* Liberator,’ whose efforts are now, perhaps, bearing tardy fruit ; 
Talfourd, who is chiefly remembered as a dramatist and for his 
tragic death on the bench; Brougham, who took all knowledge 
as his province, and would, if he had been allowed, have brought 
into existence a new world ; he had to be content with the smaller 
achievements of founding the Judicial Committee, reviving legal 
education, and spreading ‘‘ social science ’’ ; Edwin James, who 
sacrificed a great forensic career to financial exigencies. The 
actual extracts which Mr. Kelly gives are interesting in themselves, 
but more, perhaps, for the information as to Forensic Eloquence, 
and as to the great exponents of this art in modern times, which 
he has collected as their setting. 





Mr. Francis Augustus Chatwin, of South Lodge, Russell-terrace, 
Leamington Priors, Warwick, formerly of Messrs. Rowley, Chatwin and 
Emerson, solicitor, Birmingham, president of the Birmingham Law Society 
in 1916, left estate of gross value £45,509, 
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Res Judicate. 


Sale of Land and Minerals Separately. 
(Re Wicksted’s Trusts, 1921, 2 Ch. 184). 

It was held in Buckley v. Howell (29 Beay. 546), perhaps with 
unnecessary refinement, that in exercising a power to sell land, 
the land could not be divided horizontally, and one layer sold 
without the other. If this could be done, a tenant for life, 
exercising such power, might sell, it wassaid, the surface, reserving 
the minerals, and then invest the proceeds in other minerals, so as to 
have the advantage of a double mineral estate. The argument 
is not very convincing. At any rate, subject to the sanction of 
the court, such a sale was authorized by The Confirmation of 
Sales Act, 1862, s. 2, now replaced by s. 44 of the Trustee Act, 
1893. The latter section refers only to “ trustees,” but the 
Trustee Act (1893) Amendment Act, 1894, added the words, 
‘or other person.’’ In Re Cavendish and Arnold’s Contract 
(56 Sox. J., 468) Neville, J., held that these words did not include 
an executor, since an executor does not take his power to sell 
for purposes of administration from the will, but the power is 
paramount to the will; hence, under the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, he could sell the estate in lots, and could sell the surface 
without the minerals. Consequently he held that the sanction 
of the court was not necessary. This looks like disagreeing 
with Buckley v. Howell (supra), but in fact it is not necessary to 
refer to the words “ or other person ;” for the Trustee Act, 1893, 
in effect defines “ trustee” as including an executor exercising 
his power of sale. Accordingly, in Re Wicksted’s Trusts (supra), 
Russell, J., declined to follow Re Cavendish and Arnold’s Contract, 
and held that an executor who desired to sell land without the 
minerals must obtain the sanction of the court. 


The Effect of Orders Annulling a Bankruptcy. 
(Flower v. Lyme Regis Corporation, 1921, 1 K.B. 488). 

A very extraordinary point came before Mr. Justice Shearman 
and from him before the Court of Appeal in Flower v. Lyme Regis 
Corporation (supra); but for the fact that so learned and careful 
a judge as Mr. Justice Shearman took a view which was reversed 
by the Court of Appeal, we should hardly have thought the matter 
one of any difficulty. Section 21 (1) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914, 
provides that the creditors of a bankrupt may resolve to accept 
a proposal for a composition in satisfaction of the debts due to 
them under the bankruptcy. Sub-section 2 goes on to say: “ If 
the court approves the composition ...it may make an order 
annulling the bankruptcy and vesting the property of the bankrupt 
in himorinsuch other person asthe court may appoint,on such terms, 
and subject to such conditions, if any, as the court may declare.*, 
In the present case the court had duly approved a composition 
and made an order annulling the bankruptcy in terms of s. 21 (2), 
but by some incuria had not inserted the revesting order therein 
referred to. The bankrupt, later on, had occasion to sue for a 
chose in action, and was met with the defence of jus tertii, that the 
property was still vested in the official receiver. This convinced 
Mr. Justice Shearman, but the Court of Appeal took the simpler 
view that the annulment of a bankruptcy must automatically 
annul the previous vesting of the property in the receiver, so that 
it can only revest in the bankrupt, whether or not a vesting order 
is made, unless the court expressly makes a vesting order vesting 
it in some other person. This gives full effect to the words in the 
sub-section ; but, obviously, it would be wise to see that a vesting 
order is in fact made in such cases. 


Relief in Respect of Unregistered Business Names. 
(Hawkins v. Duché, 1921, 3 K.B. 226; Weller v. Denton, 1921, 
3 K.B. 103). 

We couple together these cases, not otherwise connected with 
one another, because they are leading decisions on the interpreta- 
tion of the Registration of Business Names Act, 1916. Section 8, 
of that Act prevents the rights of a person not registered 
under the Act from being enforced by action except where the 
court may grant relief against the disability “on any grounds 
which it considers just and equitable.” In Hawkins v. Duché 
(supra), Mr. Justice MeCardie held that such relief can be granted 
after action brought as well as before the writ is issued, and (2) 
the disability to sue is personal to the defaulter; it does not 
pass to his trustee in bankruptcy or other assignees. In Weller 


ss. I, 


v. Denton (supra) the Divisional Court defined the grounds on 
which relief could be granted, and held that they included a case 
where the plaintiffs were ignorant of their obligation to register, 
while the defendants knew the identity of the proprietors of the 
business, and were in no way misled by the failure to register. 





Review. 
Estate Duty. 


Tue Finance Act, 1894, anp SusseQuENT LEGISLATION AS TO Deaty 
Duties, AND ParticuLaRLy Estate Duty. With an Introduction 
and Notes, and an Appendix. By Joun Eustace Harmay, M.A., 
Bencher of Lincoln’s Inn. Fourth Edition. Stevens & Sons, Ltd, 
10s. 6d, 

It is some eleven years since the last edition of this useful work was 
published, and since then there has been a considerable accumulation of 
statute and case law. In statute law the most notable change—apart 
from the increase in rate of estate duty— has been the abolition of settlement 
estate duty, and it has become unnecessary to pay any further attention 
to the land value duties. In case law the most interesting development 
has been in the final settlement by O’Grady v. Wilmot (1916, 2 A.C. 231) 
of the singular succession of differences between the judges of the Chancery 
Division as to the effect of the words “as such ” in s. 9 (1) of the Act of 
1894. Ultimately it was held that appointed funds, though they fell into 
the appointor’s estate, do not pass to the executor as such, and must bear 
their own duty. This and the other recent cases have been duly noted, 
and the work forms a very lucid explanation of the incidence of estate duty— 
a matter which is of daily importance in ordinary practice. The Intro- 
duction furnishes a useful outline of all the death duties, and the relevant 
statutes are given in the Appendix. The convenient course is adopted 
of reprinting the Act of 1894 there, though its provisions with notes form 
the text of the book. In considering the effect of different sections, it is 
often necessary to be able to read them unencumbered with commentary, 
however useful that may be in its proper place. 








Books of the Week. 


Irish Digest.—Digest of Cases decided by the Superior and other Courts 
in Ireland, 1894 to 1918. Editor, T. Henry Maxwe tt, M.A., LL.D., K.C. 
Compilers, H. C. Hamiiron, A. C. Newert, T. C. Tosras, and A, H. Wess, 
Barristers-at-Law, Dublin. John Falconer, Office of the Irish Law Times 
and Solicitors Journal. £6 6s. net. 


An Epitome of Leading Common Law Cases, with some 
Chiefly intended as a guide to Smith’s “ Leading 
Tenth edition. By Ernest A. 

With Illustrations by E. T. 


Common Law. 
Short Notes thereon. 
Cases." By Joun INDERMAUR, Solicitor. 
Jetr, M.A., Master of the Supreme Court. 


tkED. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 8s. 6d. net. 
Statutes.—Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility. Decennial Index, 
I91l to 1920, By H. E. Guatsyer, LL.B.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. ; Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 10s. net. 

Examinations.—Steele’s Guide to Self-Preparation for the Final and 
Honours Examination of the Law Society. By E. A. Streene, LL.B. 
(Lond.), Solicitor, and E. R. J. Duckworrn, Solicitor, Principals of the 
Halifax Law Classes. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 4s. 6d. net. 


Canadian Law Journal.—June-November, 1921. Canada Law Book 
Co., Ltd., Toronto. 

[Owing to the strike in the Printers’ trade in Toronto, no numbers of 
The Canada Law Journal have been issued during the months of June to 
October, inclusive. Hereafter The Canada Law Journal will be issued 
regularly. } 

British Chamber of Commerce for Spain.—Monthly Journal. 
December. Madrid. 2 pesetas. 








Correspondence. 


Repudiation of Contract by Infant. 


[T’o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—Referring to your note on the case of Waterman v. Fryer as to the 
result of repudiation by an infant of a contract of apprenticeship, it would 
seem that a master is in a different position where no premium, or one of 
not exceeding £25, is paid, to that in which he finds himself where the 
premium exceeds £25. 

In the former case, he can go to a court of summary jurisdiction, and the 
justices, ‘if, having regard to all the circumstances of the case, they think 
it just to do so,’ may rescind the apprenticeship deed, with, or without, an 
order that the premium (if any) or part thereof shall be repaid (Employers 
and Workmen Act, 1875). 

If the premium exceeds £25, the employer must go to a civil court, and that 
court apparently must not merely consider whether it is just “in all the 
circumstances of the case,’ but whether it is for the benefit of the infant. 

Ernest I. Watson. 

Norwich, 

24th December. 
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Was Jeffreys a Roman Catholic ? 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—On what authority do you state (in your appreciation of the late 
Lord Halsbury) that ‘‘ only the accident that Jeffreys became a Catholic ”’ 

I presume you mean a Roman Catholic—“ led to his short-lived possession 
of the Great Seal” ? 

Jeffreys was made Lord Chancellor in September, 1685, on his return from 
the Western Circuit. A Roman Catholic was certainly then (as probably 
now) disqualified from the Woolsack. It was not till the following year, 1686, 
that James IL obtained and acted upon an opinion from eleven of the 
twelve judges in favour of the dispensing power. 

No historian or biographer of repute mentions that Jeffreys ever became 
a Roman Catholic. He was attended in the Tower by Dr. John Sharp, 
then Dean of Norwich, afterwards Archbishop of York. 

W. Dicsy THuRNaM. 


9, Old Square, Lincoln's Inn, W.C.2, 
19th December. 


[No doubt Jeffreys never openly became an apostate, and, of course, 
after the flight of James II, he had no motive for doing so. But it is 
extremely unlikely, we think, that anyhigh official, during the régime of 
James II, could have retained office for three years without secret apostasy, 
which waited on events for its public acknowledgment.—Eb., S.J.] 


The Right of Preference Shareholders and 
Debenture-holders to Accounts. 
| 7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, is an Act under which new 
points, upon which no authority seems to exist, are still constantly arising. 
I have recently had occasion to consider the effect of s. 114 of the Act, 
which provides, in relation to public companies, that ‘‘ holders of preference 
shares and debentures shall have the same right to receive and inspect the 
balance sheets of the Company, and the reports of the auditors and other 
reports as is possessed by the holders of ordinary shares in the Company.”’ 

The point upon which I should be glad of your opinion is whether the 
right referred to is the right conferred upon ordinary shareholders by the 
Act itself, or rights possessed otherwise than under the Act, e.g., rights 
eonferred by the Articles of Association. My own impression is that the 
right referred to in s. 114 is that given to shareholders by s. 113, that is 
to say, the right under s-s. (3) to inspect’ the balance sheet and auditor’s 
report and to be furaished with copies at a charge not exceeding 6d. for 
every 100 words; but I am conscious of the fact that it is quite arguable 
thats. 114 may have a wider interpretation, and the opinions of legal] friends 
of experience in the contrary sense to my own have been expressed to me. 

A common-form article of a public company usually provides that printed 
copies of the profit and loss account, the balance sheet, and report of the 
directors shall, seven days previously to the annual meeting of the company, 
be served on the registered shareholders. 

In case, therefore, the company has created a debenture issue, have the 
debenture-holders the right to have served upon them copies of the balance 
sheet and reports ? Personally, it appears to me that this was not intended 
to be the effect of s. 114, as if such effect were intended, surely the clause 
would have contained an unqualified direction to the company to serve 
upon debenture holders exutly the same documeats as the shareholders 
under the Articles are entitled to receive, or such of them as are mentioned 
ins. 114. 

The reference to preference shareholders in s. 114 is very puzzling, as the 
rights of the shareholders as defined by s.113 would surely apply to preference 
shareholders as well ag to ordinary shareholders. 

The whole question is one of some complexity, and,as above mentioned, 
your views would certainly be of use to me, and, I think, would be useful 
to the profession generally. E. 8. W. 

22nd December. 


[We hope to notice this letter next week.—Eb., S.J.] 


An inquest was held at Northampton on 27th December, on the body of 
Walter Coles, licensee of the New Town Tavern, Wellingborough-road, 
Northampton, whose body was found in a hut on his allotment on Christmas 
morning. Coles had been the treasurer of a loan and dividend club, and 
when the share-out was due there was a shortage of £180. In a letter 
found by the side of his body Coles said that he was responsible for the 
deficiency. The Coroner said that all loan and dividend clubs should 
have trustees. That should be enforced by law. If it were, tragedies of 
this kind, where a lot of psople lost money, would not happen every 
Christmas. In this case the dead man’s father and family made up the 
deficiency, so that members of the club did not lose their money. He 
returned a verdict of “Suicide by shooting,” expressing no opinion as 
to the state of the man’s mind at the time. 


foot of which he was assisted by two members of the crew. 


found that the accident did not arise out of the employment. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS 
House of Lords. 


WILLIAM THOMSON & CO. ». ANDERSON or SCRIMGEOUR. 
19th December. 


COURSE OF EMPLOYMENT—SEAMAN UNDER 


FataL Fatt From LADDER— 
WorRKMEN’S COMPENSATION 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 
INFLUENCE OF DrinK—RETURN To Sup 
Question OF Fact—ARBITRATOR’s Note 
Act, 1906 (6 Ed. 7, c. 58). 

A seanian who had bee n ashore for his own purpose S returned lo his ship in 
The only access to the vessel was by a ladde r, lo the 
He went up the 
ladder without he lp, but in stepping from the ladder to the rail of the bulwark 
he let go his grip, fe ll back into the water and was drowned. The arbitrator 
The Court of 


a slate of drunkenness. 


Session recalled the determination of the arbitrator. 


Held (Lord Finlay disse nting), that to allow a que stion of fact to be taken 
out of the hands of the arbitrator would be lo falsify the object of the statute. 


Decision of the Court of Session reversed. 


This was an appeal from an interlocutor of the First Division of the 
Court of Session in Scotland recalling a determination of the Sheriff 
Substitute of the Lothians and Peebles under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906. The respondent, the widow of Scrimgeour, who was a seaman 
in the employment of the appellants, claimed compensation under the Aet 
for the death of her husband. The facts found by the arbitrator were, 
shortly, as follows: In December, t918, a vessel called the ** War Carp ” 
lay moored to the quay at Philadelphia, the only access to the ship being 
a ladder which had been used without difficulty and with safety during the 
night of the accident and the previous day and night, and which was, in 
fact, at the time of the accident sufficient and secure. On the night of the 
accident the deceased went ashore for his own purposes and was found by 
two members of the crew some hours later sitting on a post in a dazed 
condition under the influence of drink, and they assisted him-to the foot 
of the ladder. Finding 15 was as follows: “ That Scrimgeour caught hold 
of the sides of the ladder and went up without help, but in stepping from 
the ladder to the rail of the bulwark he, as the result of his dazed condition 
due to the liquor he had consumed, let go his grip of the ladder with both 
hands, lost his footing and fell back, struck the quay, and falling into the 
water was drowned.” Onthese facts the arbitrator found that the accident 
to Secrimgeour did not arise out of his employment, and he added a note 
to the case in which, after saying that the case appeared to him to belong 
to the class of cases of which Nash v. ““Rangatira” (Owners), (58 Sou. J. 705 
1914, 3 K.B. 978), was an example, concluded by saying that the accident 
* arose entirely out of the man’s state of drunkenness——a dazed and semi- 
drunken state which was sufficient to prevent him from stepping on board 
with safety, a thing which other men in a more sober condition found no 
difficulty whatever in doing that night.”” The First Division of the Court 
of Session answered the question before it in the negative and recalled the 
determination of the arbitrator. 

Lord HALDANE said that if he were at liberty to speculate upon the 
circumstances of this case, and if he had to act as arbitrator upon questions 
of fact, he was not sure that he might not have come to the same conclusion 
as the Court of Session. There was a good deal that was plausible in the 
judgment of the Lord President and a great deal which commended itself 
to his own sense of what the circumstances really were, but he was not at 
liberty so to speculate. The Act said that questions of fact were for the 
arbitrator alone. The arbitrator had made an award which resulted from 
the conclusion to be derived from his statement of facts, which conclusion 
was that the accident did not arise out of the erhployment. The arbitrator 
added a note to the case for the purpose of explaining his view on the 
question of law in which he said that the accident arose entirely out of the 
man’s state of drunkenness. That was nota statement of law, but an 
explanation of what he meant by his statement of facts. He was saying, 
in effect, that when he said in his statement of facts that the man was 
drowned as the result of his dazed condition, he meant exclusively as the 
result. That might be right or wrong. But if their lordships allowed what 
was really a question of fact to be taken out of the hands of the arbitrator 
they would be falsifying the object of the statute. He was therefore of 
opinion that the judgment of the Court of Session was wrong and should 
be reversed. 

Lord Fintay, dissenting, said the facts were found with perfect clearness 
and the only question was as to the proper legal inference arising from 
them. In his opinion the object of the note of the arbitrator was to argue 
the law. So far from the note going to show that the finding as to the 
man’s drunkenness was a finding of fact, it went in his opinion entirely the 
other way. The facts were found in clear terms, and those facts were that 
the death of this man was due to his being in a position of danger to which 
he had come for the purpose of rejoining his ship and being drunk he fell 
into the water and was drowned. The cause of the accident was the 
concatenation of circumstances—one that the man was drunk, and the other 
that he was in a position of danger, where, unless a man had all his wits 
about him, he would be likely to be drowned. The statement in the note 
as to the man’s drunkenness being the entire cause of the accident was, 
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when taken in connection with the context, not a finding of fact at all, but 
arose in the course of the arbitrator’s discussion of the effect of the facts 
which he had fully stated before. The note in no way added to the findings, 
and were put in to enforce the legal argument put forward by the arbitrator 
on the facts which he had already found. Under these cireumstancés he 
thought the Court of Session had taken the right view and that the appeal 
should be dismissed. 

Lord Dunepty, Lord Suaw and Lord Sumy er agreed with Lord HALDANE: 
CounseL: Neilson, K.C., and J. H. Dickson ; MacRobert, K.C., and David 
R. Scott ; Sourcrrors: Botterell & Roche for Blackstock & Romane s, Leith 
D. Graham Pole for Ross & Ross, Edinburgh. 


{Reported by 8S. E. WiLtiAms, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Court of Appeal. 


STEAM SAW MILLS CO. LIM. v. BARING BROTHERS & CO.: 
ARCHANGEL SAW MILLS CO. LIM. v. BARING BROTHERS & CO, 
13th, 14th, 15th December. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT —WaAR—-CONTROL OF Exports BY RussSIAN GOVERN- 
MENT-——SALE OF TIMBER EXPORTED FROM RussiA IN ENGLAND—PROCEEDS 
PAID TO Lonpon BANKERS AS AGENTS OF RuSSIAN GOVERNMENT 
Soviet RevotuTion tx Russta—Owners or TIMBER NOT PAID IN 
tuss1a—CLAIM TO RECOVER FUNDS IN HAaNpDs oF LonpON BANKERS 
PAYMENT UNDER MISTAKE OF Fact. 


, 


The plaintiffs were licensed by the Russian Government to export timber 
to England, on the terms that the proceeds should be paid to that government's 
London bankers in sterling, the plaintiffs lo be repaid in Petrograd in roubles. 
At the outbreak of the Soviet Revolution, the bankers had £35,000 so paid in 
in their hands, of which one sum of £20,000 had been paid in on 9th November, 
1917, two days after the revolution had broken out, and in ignorance of it. 
The plaintiffs had not been reimbursed. 


Held, that the plaintiffs could not recover the mone y on the ground that the 
Russian Government were merely agents to transmit it to them, for the money 
in sterling was the property of the Russian Government, subject to the liability 
to reimburse the plaintiffs. Nor could they recover on the ground that the 
money was paid for a con side ration which had faile d, becau S€ the conside ration 
was not the reimbursement in roubles but the licence to export. 


Held, further, that the £20,000 could not be recovered as paid under a mistake 
of fact, because it had been paid in in pursuance of a liability, and on 
9th November the Russian Government, though attacked, had not come so 
completely to an end as to release the plaintiffs from that liability. 


These were appeals by plaintiffs in two actions which were heard together 
as involving questions in common. The plaintiffs were shippers of timber 
from Russia, and during the war they reveived a licence to export to 
England, upon the terms that the proceeds were to be paid to the defendant 
bankers as agents for the Chancellerie des Crédits, the Russian Government 
department which dealt with matters of export; the practice being for 
the Chancellerie, when they had been advised of the receipt of the sterling, 
to refund to the plaintiffs in roubles, at a fixed rate of exchange. After 
the fall of the Imperial Government, the practice still continued under that 
of Mr. Kerensky. The London agents of the Archangel Saw Mills Co., 
on 2nd October, 1917, paid a sum of £15,000, the proceeds of timber sold 
to the British Government, to Messrs. Barings, but, owing to various 
delays, the money was never remitted to Russia. On 7th November, 
1917, the Bolshevist revolution broke out, all Russian Government depart- 
ments were seized by the revolutionaries, and all foreign obligations 
repudiated. On 9th November, the London agent of the Steam Saw Mills 
Company, being in ignorance of the revolution, paid a sum of £20,000, for 
timber sold under similar circumstances, to Messrs. Barings, which sum 
the latter also retained in their hands, The plaintiffs were never re 
imbursed in roubles. The plaintiffs brought actions to recover these 
sums, and contended that the Russian Government had been merely 
agents, or exchange brokers, to receive the money and reimburse them in 
Petrograd, and, further, that the money had been paid in fora consideration 
that had failed, inasmuch as they had never been paid the equivalent sum 
due to them. In the case of the £20,000, they contended that that sum 
was paid in ignorance of the revolution, and therefore under a mistake of 
fact. At the instance of the Treasury, Mr. Justice Astbury had made 
an order joining the Attorney General as a defendant, as in the event of the 
money being the property of the Russian Government, the British Govern- 
ment might be interested in it as a set-off to the debt due by Russia to 
this country. Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence held that the payments were 
payments to the Russian Government, and could only be recovered from 
them. Further, that the £20,000 was paid in pursuance of an antecedent 
obligation, and was therefore not recoverable. The plaintiffs appealed. 

The Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord STERNDALE, M.R., said that the Court must look to the intention 
of the licence to export, which was to supply the Russian Government 
with money in London, and perhaps to steady the Russian exchange. 
The appellants contended that the Chancellerie received this money as 
a mere conduit pipe to refund it to the exporter, that it was in effect, a 
mere agent of the exporter, but he (his Lordship) thought that that was 
wrong. In his view the sterling went to the Russian Government, not 
as agents for the vendors but for themselves, subject to the reciprocal 


contention on that point therefore failed. It was also said that the money 
was paid for a consideration which had failed, because the present Russian 
Government was not one with which the appellants contracted, and wag 
one which did not recognise such transactions, and therefore the appellants 
did not and would not get the amount to which they were entitled jn 
roubles. That seemed to his Lordship, as it had seemed t6 Mr. Justice 
P. O. Lawrence, a mistaken view. The money was not paid for a considera. 
tion which had failed. It was paid under a condition in the licence to 
export, and the consideration was the grant of that licence to export: 
therefore the appeal failed upon that point also. As regards the point 
raised as to the £20,000 paid on 9th November, 1917, the Judge below 
found that the plaintiff's agents did not know that the revolution had 
broken out, and would not have paid if they had and he (the Master of 
the Rolls) accepted those findings. No doubt in certain circumstances 
persons were entitled to recover money from the persons to whom they 
had paid it, although the latter had only received the money as agents, 
and their principals had not been joined. Here the plaintiffs said that on 
9th November, 1917, there was in truth no Russian Government, and 
therefore no person with whom they had any contractual relation at all, 
and the money had been paid in ignorance. There was no doubt authority 
that if a person paid under a mistake of fact money which he was not liable 
to pay he could recover, but the question was whether the fact of which 
he was ignornant would, had he known it, have discharged him from the 
liability to pay. The real point was whether there was at the moment of 
payment a liability to pay. To avoid that liability here, the only way 
was for the appellants to show that the other contracting party had ceased 
to exist. In his Lordship’s view they had not done that, for it did not 
appear that on 9th November there had been such a complete destruction 
of the Russian Government as to end the liability. It seemed clear that 
no decision could be come to in regard to this money in the absence of the 
Russian Government. Messrs. Barings should hold the money upon 
terms that they were not to part with it without notice to the plaintiffs, 
and without an order of the courts of this country. 

Warrineton, L.J., and Youncer, L.J., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CouNnsEL : Grant, K.C., and Hecksher ; The Attorney-General 
(Sir Gordon Hewart, K.C.), Dighton Pollock and Gavin Symonds ; Bischoff. 
Soxicrrors : Arthur Benjamin & Cohen ; The Treasury Solicitor ; Bischoff, 
Coxe & Co. 

[Reported by G. T. WHITFIELD-HAyes, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


VILLIERS v. THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. Peterson, J. 
28th October, Ist and 8th November. 


Cuarity—* Mrxep ’"—Lanp—Procerps APPLICABLE FOR GENERAL 
PurposEsS—CHARITABLE Trusts Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 137) s. 62— 
CHARITABLE Trusts AMENDMENT ACT, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 124) s. 29. 
It is not necessary for a donation to come within the proviso to s. 62 of 

the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, that it shall be a donation to a charity which 

at the time of the donation was already a mixed charity. The proper test is 
whether the charity to which the donation has been made is in fact a mixed 
charity. 

In re Clergy Orphans Corporation (1894, 3 Ch. 145) applied. 


This was a matter under the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, referred 
to the judge in chambers and adjourned into court for argument for, the 
determination of the question whether, upon the true construction of s. 62 
of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, certain land was exempt from the 
jurisdiction of the Charity Commissioners. The facts were as follows: 
By a trust deed made in February, 1921, it was recited that Villiers was 
desirous of establishing a trust for charitable purposes, and that he and 
other persons might make voluntary subscriptions or donations of lands, 
stocks, moneys and securities for the benefit of such charitable purposes 
in aid of or in addition to such voluntary subscriptions, to be held by the 
trustees upon the trusts thereinafter contained, and the deed provided 
that the trustees should hold (1) any hereditaments thereafter conveyed to 
them upon trust either to retain or, in their discretion, sell the same, and invest 
the proceeds, and hold the investments or the trusts thereinafter declared 
concerning “the general fund,” and that until sale the trustees might 
either use the same or apply the net income thereof for such charitable 
purposes as they should think fit; and (2) all donations, legacies, subscrip- 
tions and other moneys thereafter paid to them, all of which and the invest- 
ments representing the same were thereinafter called “the general fund,” 
upon trust to pay the income of the general fund to or apply the same for 
such charitable purposes as the trustees should from time to time in their 
absolute and uncontrolled discretion think fit. The charity had no property 
of any kind at the date when the trust deed was executed, but in March 
certain hereditaments at Leyton and Hoxton, the latter within the area 
of compulsory registration, were conveyed to the trustees upon the trusts 
of the trust deed. The trustees applied for registration of the property 
which was within the compulsory area under the Land Transfer Acts, 
1875 and 1897, with an absolute title. The registrar, at the instance of the 
Attorney-General, required a restriction to be entered on the register that 
no disposition should be registered without the consent of the Charity 
Commissioners. The applicants objected to this, and the matter was 
accordingly referred to the judge. The trustees had received income from 


the lands, and also sums of money, both before and after the application 





obligation to refund the amount in roubles at a certain fixed rate. The 


for registration. 
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Psrerson, J., after stating the facts, said : I have come to the conclusion 
that the trustees are now administering a charity, which has some voluntary 
subscriptions to rely upon. On these facts, what is the effect of s. 62 of 
the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853? At the time when the gift of the piece 
of land in question was made, I cannot hold that the charity was wholly 
maintained by voluntary contributions within the meaning of the earlier 

of s. 62, because it appears that at least one of the pieces of land 
produced anincome. The charity is at the present time plainly maintained 
rtly by voluntary subscriptions and partly by income arising from 
endowments, and now is therefore what has been called a mixed charity, 
and comes within the latter part of the section, and also within what in 
In re Clergy Orphan Corporation (ubi supra at p. 151) has been called the 
proviso to the later part of the same section, under which proviso “ no 
donation or bequest unto or in trust for’ a mixed charity “ of which no 
special application or appropriation shail be directed or. declared by the 
donor or testator, and which may legally be applied by the governing 
or managing body of such charity as income in aid of the voluntary sub- 
scriptions, shall be subject to the jurisdiction or control of the said board 
or the powers or provisions of this Act.”” The land in question is obviously 
a donation in respect of which no special application or appropriation has 
been directed by the donor, and the proceeds of sale may be legally applied 
in aid of the voluntary subscriptions. It is a donation unto or in trust 
for a charity which, from the time when the voluntary subscriptions above 
referred to were paid, had been in fact maintained partly by voluntary 
subscriptions and partly by income arising from endowment. It has been 
contended that, for a donation to come within the proviso, it must be a 
donation to a charity which at the time of the donation is already a mixed 
charity. Such a construction would in my judgment lead to singular and 
anomalous results, and there could never be a mixed charity until at least 
two gifts, one an endowment and another a voluntary subscription had 
been made. Upon the proper construction of the proviso the question 
is, not whether the charity was at the date of the gift a mixed charity, 
but whether the charity to which the donation has been made is now a mixed 
charity. It follows from the facts that I have found in the present case, 
that the donation of the land in question comes within the operation of 
the proviso, that it is exempt from the jurisdiction of the Commissioners, 
and that the transfer ought to be registered without the restriction in 
favour of the Commissioners.—CouNsEL : C. A. Bennett ; Dighton Pollock. 
Soticirors: Slaughter & May; The Treasury Solicitor. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
MARGERISON ». E. HIND & CO. LTD. Divisional Court. 
14th October. 


Loca, GoveRNMENT—LocaL Epucation AvutHorITy—CHILDREN—REs- 
TRICTIONS ON EMPLOYMENT—PRrouiBIT10oN— Report OF Scuoor MEDICAL 
OFFICER—PRODUCTION BEFORE MAGISTRATES WHEN INFORMATION 
Latp—EMPLOYMENT OF CHILDREN Act, 1903 (3 Edw. 7, c. 45), ss. 5,6, 8— 
Epvucation Act, 1918 (8 & 9 Geo. 5, c. 39), s. 15 (1). 

On an information laid before justices on behalf of a local education 
authority in respect of non-compliance with a resolution, prohibiting the 
employment of a child under s, 15 (1) of the Education Act, 1918, the report 
required under that section as a condition precedent to the passing of the reso- 
lution must be produced to the justices at the hearing in order that they may 
satisfy themselves that this condition precedent has been fulfilled. 


This was a case stated by the justices of the West Morley Division in the 
West Riding of Yorkshire. On 26th October, 1920, the local education 
authority, in exercise of their powers unders. 15 (1) ofthe Education Act, 1918, 
passed a resolution prohibiting the respondents from employing at their mill 
as a doffer in spinning a boy named Fry, and notice of this prohibition 
was served on the respondents on the following day. On 14th December, 
Fry was still in their employment as a doffer in spinning, and an information 
was laid against them by the appellant, who was an inspector under the 
Employment of Children Act, 1903, authorised by the local authority to 
lay the information. The respondents applied to the solicitors for the 
appellant for the production of the report of the school medical officer, 
but this was refused. At the hearing of the information before the magis- 
trates, counsel for the respondents applied for the production of the report 
and of the medical evidence. The solicitors for the respondents then stated 
that they could not produce any medical evidence. The contention on 
behalf of the respondents was that the resolution and notice of the local 
authority, prohibiting them from employing the lad, were ultra vires, 
and it was also contended that the medical evidence was admissible. On 
behalf of the appellant it was contended that the prohibition was not 
ultra vires, and that the medical evidence was not admissible. The magis- 
trates considered that the resolution and notice were not ultra vires, but that 
medical evidence should have been adduced, and that the report should 
have been produced, and they dismissed the information. The questions 
stated in the case for decision were, (1) whether the report should have 
been produced ; (2) whether the respondents were entitled to call evidence 
to contradict the report, and (3) whether the resolution and /or the notice 
was valid. By s. 15 (1) of the Education Act, 1918, it is enacted, “ The 
local education authority, if they are satisfied by a report of the school 
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medical officer or otherwise that any child is being employed in such 
a manner as to be prejudicial to his health or physical development, or to 
render him unfit to obtain the proper benefit from his education, may 
either prohibit, or attach such conditions as they think fit to, his employ- 
ment in that or any other manner, notwithstanding that the employment 
may be authorised under the other provisions of this Act or any other 
enactment.” By s. 16 it is provided, “‘ If any person (b) having 
received notice of any prohibition or restriction as to the employment of 
a child, issued by a local education authority under this Act, employs a 
child in such a manner as to contravene the prohibition or restriction 

he shall be deemed to have employed the child or young person in con- 
travention of the Employment of Children Act, 1903 . > andss. 5(1), (2), 
6 and 8 of that statute were thereby made applicable as if re-enacted in 
the Education Act, 1918. 

Lord TrREVETHIN, in the course of his judgment, said that the Court 
considered that the decision of the justices was correct,and that the report 
of the school medical officer should have been produced. As that require- 
ment had not been complied with, it was unnecessary to decide the other 
two questions. Section 15 of the Education Act, 1918, made the satisfaction 
of the local education authorities, by the report of a medical officer or 
otherwise that the child was employed in a manner prejudicial to his health 
or physical development, a condition precedent to their resolution. The 
magistrates were not entitled and bound to find that any resolution produced 
was sufficient, but they were entitled and bound to see that it was complied 
with. Nothing in the statute gave them power to convict without first 
seeing that the condition precedent had been complied with. His Lordship 
did not decide whether they could or could not investigate the matter and 
hear evidence upon it. That was a question which the present case did 
not necessarily raise. There being no evidence, and no evidence capable 
of being given to the justices, they were entitled to dismiss the information. 

SanKEY, J., delivered judgment to the same effect, and Acton, J. agreed. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs. CounseL : Barrington- Ward, K.C. 
and F. Beverley ; Compston, K.C., Richard Watson and G. Russell Vick. 
Souicrrors: Torr & Co., for N. L. Fleming, Town Clerk, Bradford ; 
Kenneth Brown, Baker, Baker for, James Wickstead Perkins & Hind, 
Bradford. 

[Reported by J. L. DENISON, Barrister-at-Law.) 





New Orders, &c. 
NOTICE. 
CoLontAL Srock Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vie. ce. 62.) 





Appirion ‘to List or Srocks UNDER SECTION 2. 

Pursuant to Section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords Com- 
missioners of His Majesty's Treasury hereby give notice that the provisions 
of the Act have been complied with in respect of the undermentioned Stock 
registered or inscribed in the United Kingdom ; . 

Government of Nigeria 6 per cent. Inscribed Stock 1936-46. 

The restrictions mentioned in Section 2, Sub-section (2), of the Trustee 
Act, 1893, apply to the above Stock (see C jlonial Stock Act, 1900, Section 2). 

| Gazelle, 23rd December. 


Orders in Council. 
JUVENILE COURTS. 
{ Recitals .] 

And whereas by the Juvenile Courts (Metropolis) Act, 1920, it was, 
amongst other things, enacted that an Order in Counce il made under the 
Children Act, 1908, for the establishment of Juvenile Courts for the Metro- 
politan Police Court District may, notwithstanding anything in the 
Metropolitan Police Courts Act, 1810, provide for such Courts being held 
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elsewhere than in the buildings used as Metropolitan Police Courts, and for 
every such Court being constituted of a Police Magistrate nominated by 
the Secretary of State, and two Justices of the Peace for the County of 
London, of whom one shall be a woman, and both of whom shall be chosen 
from amongst a panel of such Justices nominated for the purpose by the 
Secretary of State : 

His Majesty is pleased, therefore, with the advice of His Privy Council, 
to order, and it is hereby ordered accordingly, that ‘ 

(1) Juvenile Courts for the Metropolitan Police Court District shall be 
established as in the Schedule to this Order, and shall be held in the 

first column of that Schedule : and divisions 
shall be assigned to them as described in the second column of the said 
Schedule. 

(2) The said Juvenile Courts shall be held on the days and at the hours 
specified in the third column of the said Schedule or on such other days 
and at such other hours as may from time to time be approved by a 
Secretary of State: provided that a Juvenile Court which would in 
pursuance of the foregoing provision have been held on a day when the 
Metropolitan Police Courts are closed may be held on the preceding day, 
or if the preceding day is a Sunday, on the day following. 

(3) Each Court shall be constituted of a Police Magistrate nominated 
by the Secretary of State and two Justices of the Peace for the County of 
London, of whom one shall be a woman, and both of whom shall be 
chosen from amongst a panel of such Justices nominated for the purpose 
by the Secre tary of State. 

Provided that a Police Magistrate may sit alone in any case where he 
considers that it would be impracticable for the Court to be constituted 
in manner aforesaid, or that it would be inexpedient in the interests of 
justice to adjourn the business of the Court. 

(4) The Justices who are to sit at the several sittings of the Courts 
aforesaid shall be chosen by the panel, or, if necessary, by the Police 
Magistrate, and in the case of the absence of the Police Magistrate through 
illness, leave or other cause, his place shall be taken by another Police 
Magistrate, or by a barrister-at-law in practice for at least seven years 
appointed, or a Justice of the Peace approved, by the Secretary of State. 

(5) The Order in Council made on the 12th day of August, 1913, 
except so far as it relates to the Greenwich and Woolwich Police Courts, 
and the Orders in Council made on the 13th day of April, 1918, and the 
“7th day of May, 1921, are he reby revoked. 

This Order shall come into force on the Ist day of February, 1922. 
3th December. 


buildings mentioned in the 


Place Divisions. Times, 


1. St. Anne’s Vestry Hall, 
Dean Street, Soho, W. 


The divisions for the time being 
assigned tothe Bow Street and 
Marlborough Street Police 
Courts. 

The division for the time being 
assigned to the Westminster 
Police Court. 


Tuesday, 
2.30 p.m. 


2. Caxton Hall, 
Westminster, 


Wednesday, 


S.W. 2.30 p.m. 


3. Town Hall, The divisions for the time being Wednesday, 
Shoreditch, E. assigned to the Old Street, 2.30 p.m. 
Thames and North London 
Police Courts. 
$. Lambeth Town Hall, The divisions for the time being Monday 


Brixton Hill, 8.W. assigned to the Lambeth and 
South Western Police Courts. 

The division for the time being 
assigned to the Tower Bridge 
Police Court. 

The division for the time being 
assigned to the Clerkenwell 
and Marylebone Police Courts. 

The divisions for the time being 
assigned to the West London 

Police Court. 
| Gazette, 16th December. 
| We understand that only Nos, 5, 6 and 7 are new Courts. ] 


2.30 p.m. 


5. Offices of the Bermond 
sey Guardians, 283, 
Tooley Street, S.E. 

6. Vernon Chapel, Vernon 
Square, King’s Cross, 
W.C, 

7. Fulham Town Hall, 
Fulham, 8.W. 


Friday, 
2.30 p.m. 


Friday. 
2.30 p.m. 


Wednesday. 
2.30 p.m. 


MAINTENANCE ORDER. 
{ Recital. } 

Now, therefore, it is hereby ordered, as follows : 

The Maintenance Orders (Facilities for Enforcement) Act, 1920, shall 
apply to the parts of His Majesty’s Dominions outside the United Kingdom 
hereunder mentioned : 

The Colony of the Gold Coast, 

The Colony of the Gambia, 

The Colony of Trinidad and Tobago. 
December. 


13th | Gazette, 20th December. 


MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE ORDER. 
Exportation AND TRANSIT OF Horses, Asses ‘ND MULES OrDER oF 1921. 
The Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries, by virtue and in exercise of 


the powers vested in him under the Diseases of Animals Acts, 1894 to 
1914, has made the above Order, dated 21st December. It is printed 


Pretending to be a Solicitor. 


At Bow-street Police Court, on 22nd December, says The Times, before 
Mr. Chester Jones, A. J. Leary, accidents claim inspector in the Red Lion. 
square, Holborn, branch of the Co-operative Insurance Society, Manchester 
was summoned for wilfully and falsely pretending to be a solicitor, Mr. 
Robert Humphreys supported the summons for the Incorporated Law 
Society, and Mr. R. 8. T. Chorley defended. 

It was stated that in July the branch manager of the Co-operative 
Insurance Society, Mr. Rugen, had a collision while motor-cycling. After. 
wards the defendant wrote a number of letters on plain note-paper, addressed 
to the other party to the collision, claiming compensation. In the letters 
he used phrases which, it was contended, conveyed the impression that he 
was a solicitor, such as, “ I am acting on behalf of Mr. Rugen,” and “ From 
the particulars of independent evidence in my possession, I regret being 
left no alternative but to hold you liable.” There was also a reference 
to “my client's claim.” 

The defendant's explanation was that he wrote the letters on behalf of 
his manager, and used plain note-paper as it was a personal matter. The 
phrasing of the letters was such as he usually adopted when writing on 
behalf of the Insurance Society. The manager was insured against accidents 
with the Society, but the reason the letters of claim were not written on 
the society's note-paper was that the manager's name appeared in the 
heading. He had no intention of pretending that he was a solicitor, and 
did not act wilfully. 

The magistrate held that the defendant had wilfully pretended to be a 
solicitor. He said he was sorry to think that this sort of thing gencrally 
went on to a considerable extent, and it was an evil which ought to be stopped. 
Some people became very nervous at receiving letters of this description. 
He imposed a penalty of £5, with £5 costs. 








Coroners’ Juries. 


At the conclusion of four inquests concerning deaths due to violent 
causes, held on Wednesday, 21st December 1921, Dr. Waldo, the City 
Coroner, addressing the jury, said: Unless Parliament intervened, the 
war measure known as the Juries Act, 1918, which empowered coroners to 
hold inquests without a jury, would lapse on the 28th February, 1922, and 
juries would then become necessary again in every case. At present 
the coroner was prohibited from exercising his discretion to sit without 
a jury in cases where (A) death occurred in prison, (B) death took place in 
such circumstances as to require an inquest under an Act other than the 
Coroners Act, 1887, e.g., Lunacy Act, Childrens Act and City of London 
Fire Inquests Act, (c) there appeared to the coroner reason for summoning a 
jury, or for suspecting that the deceased had come to his death by murder 
or manslaughter (not including felo de se). 

At the present time, the practice of a large majority of coroners, both 
in London and elsewhere, was to sit Without juries in some 92 per cent. 
of all public inquests, which class of cases included not only natural, but 
unnatural violent deaths and suicides. A few coroners in London, towns 
and country still’sat in every case with a jury, while other coroners, like 
himself, continued to summon juries save only in cases of sudden death, 
in which the cause of death was unknown. These inquests usually resulted, 
after a post-mortem examination of the body, in findings of natural death. 

In his (Dr. Waldo’s) courts, the great majority of inquests with the 
exceptign of those held in Holloway Prison, were cases of violent, accidental 
deaths occurring in hospitals, and in which the question of conduct and 
neglect, short of criminal neglect, often arose. In such cases, he thought 
that the * popular element,” in the shape of a jury, drawn from the neigh- 
bourhood where the accident happened was a safeguard to the public, 
and of much greater consequence that the mere saving of time to the 
coroner and jury. His experience led him to the conclusion that facts, 
founded on evidence, could best be decided by a jury directed by the 
coroner, whose duty it was to explain matters connected with the law of the 
case under consideration. The want of uniformity brought about by the 
»resent war practice of coroners, might,to a large extent, be met and corrected 
by an amendment of the war Act, so as to restrict the power of the coroners 
to sit without a jury only to cases of sudden death in which the cause of 
death was unknown. 

Speaking for himself, he was not satisfied—if due regard be paid to the 
public interest—that the present system of sitting, since the end of the 
war, without a jury in cases of unnatural or violent death, including suicide 
had proved to be an “ unqualified success ” as stated by the legal corres- 
pondent of The Times in the issue of 7th November, 1921. He (Dr. Waldo) 
thought that the confidence of the public would best be guaranteed by the 
retention of the jury at inquests in all cases at least of death due to violent 
The presence of a jury added materially to the publicity of 
the proceedings, which was, in his experience, one of the most useful 
features of the coroners’ court. 

The legal correspondent of The Times, already referred to, in his “‘ Plea 
for Economy,” says: “ In may cases the jury have to be conveyed long 


causes, 


distances to view the bodies at a cost in some places of £300 per annum.” 
The obvious answer to this objection, is that the responsible authorities 
should provide proper public mortuaries and post-mortem rooms adjacent 
to the courts at which the inquests are held, and so do away with the 





in the Gazetle of 27th December. 


difficulty raised. 
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- “Ss, EQUITY AND LAW 


Court Papers 


Circuits of the Judges. 


Crown Office, 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C.z2. 


23rd December, 1921. ESTABLISHED 1844. 
Days and places appointed for holding the Winter Assizes, 1922 :— DIRECTORS. 
4 OXFORD CIRCUIT Chairman—Sir Richard Stephens Taylor. Deputy-Chairman—L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 
i ital James Austen-Cartmell, Esq. The Rt. Hon. Lord Ernie, P.C., M.V.O. 
Mr. Justice Darling. Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K.C. ~— meat ae eg Gregory, Esq. 
Mr. Justice Avory. John George Butcher, Bart., K.C., M.P. —_ cody waty my Esq. 
Wednesday. 11th January, at Reading. a oe The Rt. Hon. Lord Phillimore, P.C., D.C.L. 
° at Oxford. Philip G. Collins, Esq. Charles R. Rivington, Esq. 
Saturday, 14th January, at Oxfor« Harry Mitton Crookenden, Esq. Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.C. 
Friday, 20th Januar vy; ‘at Worcester. + Dovel, —_— The Hon. Sir Charles Russell, Bart, 
y 2 ‘ ) ster bert William Dibdin, Esq. Francis Minchin Voules, Esq., C.B.E. 
T hursday, 26th Janu ary, at Gloucester. Charles Baker Dimond, Esq. Charles Wigan, Esq. 
Wednesday, Ist February, at Monmouth. se dhl . : 
Tuesday, 7th February, at Hereford. FUNDS EXCEED .- .- £5,000,000., 
+. ae aay yea ae All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Whole Life and Endowment Assurances without 
Saturday, 11th February, at Shrewsbury. profits, at exceptionally low rates of premium. 
W. P. PHELPS, Manager. 
9 


Saturday, 18th February, at Stafford. 
WESTERN CIRCUIT. 
Mr. Justice Rowlatt. 
Mr. Justice Shearman. Le oql N ews 

Monday, 16th amare at Devizes. 5 

Thursday, 19th January, at Dorchester. 








Business Notices. 


Tuesday, 24th January, at Taunton. 
Monday, 30th January, at Bodmin. Messts. Srmon, Haynes, Bartas & IRELAND have removed from 
Monday, 6th February, at Exeter. 93, Mortimer Strect, W , and 2, Savile Row, W., to 117/123, Great Portland 

Monday, 13th February, at Winchester. Street, New Cavendish Street, W. 

Tuesday, 21st February, at Bristol. As from the Ist January, 1922, Messrs. Morris, Veasey & Co. of 40, King- 
NORTHERN CIRCUIT. street, Cheapside, London, E.C.2, are promoting to partnership at their 
London Office, Mr. Ausprey Exins, who has been their senior managing 
Mr. Justice Greer. clerk for some time past. As from the same date they are promoting to 


Mr. Justice Branson. | partnership at their Paris Office, Mr. Frepertck ALFRED Rovt., 


Wednesday, 18th January, at Appleby. ous 
Friday, 20th January, at Carlisle. ‘ os 
Tuesday, 24th January, at Lancaster. Appointme nts. 
Monday, 30th January, at Liverpool. 

Monday, 20th February, at Manchester. 


Mr. GrirritH CarApoc Rees has been appointed to be Judge of the County 
Courts on Circuit No. 29 (Cheshire and North Wales), in the place of His 


Honour Judge Bryn Roberts, who has retired. Mr. Rees was called at 


- . _ . amaunewn reprqre 
NORTH WALES ARD CHESTES CHROUES. the Middle Temple in 1905, and is a member of the Northern Circuit. 
Mr. Justice Swift. sci 
Mr. Justice Acton. 
Thursday, 12th January, at Welshpool. General. 
Saturday, 14th January, at Dolgelly. The Times Correspondent at Paris in a message of 16th December, 
Wednesday, 18th January, at Carnarvon. save :—-* Jarndyce v. Jarndyce ” is dwarfed into insignificance by the law 
Saturday, 21st January, at Beaumaris. suit which has been going on for centuries between two communes in the 
Tuesday, 24th January, at Ruthin. Jura, Charchilla and Meussia, respecting the division of some woods 
Saturday, 28th January, at Mold. beque athed to them in the year 1232 by a certain Knight of the Holy 
Monday, 27th February, at Chester. foman Empire. The Civil Court of Saint-Claude recently decided in 
whereupon Charchilla appealed to the Court of Besangon 


: favour of Meussia, 


Bourne- | and obtained a verdict. The Cour de Cassation quashed the Besancon 
mouth, coal factor, governing director of Messrs. Bradbury, Son & Co. | decision and ordered the case to be brought before the Court of Nancy, 
Limited, who died on 6th February, in Wormwood Scrubbs Prison, while which has now confirmed the decision of the Court of Besancon and awarded 
undergoing sentence for conspiracy to defraud the Inland Revenue of | Charchilla one-third of the wor ids in question instead of one-fifth as ordered , 
income fax and excess profits duty, left estate of the gross value of £141,924, | by the Court of Saint-Claude. Each party has to pay one-half of the costs 
with net personalty £97,000. of litigation since 1824, 


Mr. Alan Henry Bradbury, of Cerne Abbas, Branksome Park, 





Professional men, and indeed all book lovers, should house their books in 


{IDDLESEX PITAL. 
— 4 aes oe ome the “OXFORD ” Sectional Bookcase, the best made, handsomest, and least 


WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT expensive of all high grade sectional Bookcases. Illustrated catalogue 
FORGET THE CLAIMS OF THE MippLESEX HospPitTAL, gratis from sole Proprietors and Manufacturers, William Baker & Co. Ltd., 
WHICH 18 URGENTLY IN NEED OF Funps For 1Tts HumanE Work. Library Specialists, Oxford.—[Apvt.] 


THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE CO., LTD. 


CONDUCTING 
FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 


MOTOR, PUBLIC LIAB TY, ETC., ETC. 


THE COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY «: at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete policy ever offered to householders. 
THE COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium. 


LICENSE ~ §PECIALISTS IN ALL ‘LICENSING MATTERS. 
Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of 


INSU RANCE. Licensed Property settled by Counsel will be sent on application. 
For Further Information write: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.2. 
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Re 
Christ 


The Bishop of Norwich, assisted by the 
at the marriage on 22nd December, at 
of Mr. Dighton Pollock, son of the late 
Pollock, and the Hon, Margaret Buckmaster, 
Lady Suckmaster, « . | Porchester-terrace, W. 
by her father. Mr. Justici 
at the church were: Sir 
Hon. Lady Granet, the 
the Hon, John and Mrs 


Lady 
the 


and 
Scully, 


Frederick 
Hon. Mrs. 
Collie r, 


The Times Correspondent at Toronto, in a 
Mr. George Tate Blackstock, K.C for 
leading counsel in Ontario, died at noon to-day. 
Birchall in the stional murder trial at 
and later he suunsel in th 
For the last 
adds :—Mr. 


SAVS : 


sensi 
was Crown ¢ 
ten year 


Blackstock, who was born at 


V. Bere sford Pic rse, 
Church, 
Major-General Sir F. 
elder daug 

The 
Peterson was best man. 
Polloek, 
Hon. 
Sir Malcolm Macnaghten, 
Professor Buckmaster, Mr.and Mrs, Cyril Asquith and Mrs. M. 
message 
many 
Mr. 
Woodstock thirty 
famous Kinrade 
ill-health kept him out of the Courts. 
Neweastle, 
took a keen interest in politics, and spoke in England for the 


officiated at the ¢ 
Lancaster-gate, 
Richard 
thter of Lord and 
bride was given away 
Among those present 
Lady Dilke, the 
Owen Buckmaster, 
Lady Mathew, 
Buckmaster. 


cause 


of the ‘ 


[ do? 


not sent you any money. 
of 28th December, 
years one of the 





prison. 


in Canz uda were not successful. 
Yoronto Conservatory of Music. 

At the West London County Court on 15th December, when judgment 
was given against a married woman for over £40 in respect of the rent of g 
furnished flat at Knightsbridge, and for dilapidations, she asked, 
I have no money myself, and my husband has not sent me my usug] 
allowance for two months,” 
are in a very happy position. 


feneral Election in 1910, but his attempts to enter politieg 


Among other activities, he was director 


* What can 


Judge Sturges: What can youdo? Why, you 
You can’t pay because your husband has 
The goods in the flat cannot be seized because they 


are not yours, and, as you are a married woman, you cannot be sent to 
So you can walk away on clover. 





Blackstock defended 
years ago, 
Hamilton. 
The Times 
Ontario, in 1856, 
Unionist 


case at 





VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Holders should 
have a detailed valuation of their effects. Propert; 
insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer Sa 
(LIMITED), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, 
ayy (established over 100 years), have a staif of expert Valuers, and will be glad 
to advise those desiring val ations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs; furniture, 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality —{ADVT. } 


y is erally very inad 
y "DEBENHAM ORR aly 
e well-known chattel valuers and 


— 





ee 





rad indies 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANTES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE 
LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED ON OR BEFORE 
THE DATE MENTIONED. 

Dec 


FRIDAY, mber 23 


LTp 


London Gazette 


THE DACRE ENGINEERS SUPPLY Jan. 28. Edward 8 
rhorn, 68, Coleman-st 

CAMILLE DE Paris Lrp 
House, B.C.3 

rarcer & GENERAT 
William 8. Turner 
Birmingham 

Tue Roxmurr Coat Co 
District Bank-chmbrs., 

JACKSON & Deyes Lrp 
51, North John-st., Liverpool 

WiLtiam MARSH & Co. Lrp. Jan 

, Haden-rd., Old Hill, Staffs 

Live ranaers Lrp. Jan William 8. Turner, 
Buildings, Corporation-st., Birmingham 

C. N. BRAMLEY Lrp. Jan. 21 Alfred G. Deacon 13- 
Corridor-chmbrs., Market-place, Leicester 

W.F.S. SyxpicaTe Lrp. Jan. 6. ©. Looker, 6 Broad Street- 
place 

JOHN PILLING Lrp 
Bacup 

Parer Topp & Co 
terrace, Bacup 

STAMFORD COMMERCIAL LTD 
terrace, Bacup 

JAMES GREAVES Ltp, Jan. 5 
Bacup 

High CROMPTON MILLS 
terrace, Bacup 

WILDING BROTHERS 
terrace, Bacup 


Jan. 31. Oscar Berry, Monument 


MANUFACTURING Co, Ltp. Jan, 23 
Prudential Buildings, Corporation-st., 


Ltp. Jan. 17. Henry V. Wood, 


Huddersfield 


Jan. 21 Frederick T. P. Deves 


21. Mr. J. H. Harper, 


Prudential 


John R. Lord, Irwell-terrace 


Jan, 5 


Jan John R. Lord, Irwell 


LTp 


Jan. 5. John R. Lord. Trw: 


John R. Lord, lrwell-t 


rrace 


LTp um. 5. John R. Lord, Irwel 


LTD John R. Lord, Lrwe 


December 27 
Fredk. J 


London Gazett rUESDAY, 


STAR MUSIC PUBLISHING CO. Ltp. Jan, 31. Duck, 
63, Coleman-st., E.( 

A. W. MAXWELL & Co 
6, Moorgate-sat., BA 
"CHANDLER, Dixon & Co 
15, New Broad-st 
HEATHFIELD LAUNDRY CO 
High-st., Heathfield 
LIVERPOOL & DISTRICT 
Jan, 31. Wm. Stank 


Ltp. Jan l Horace J. Veitch, 


L’p. Jan. 17. John W. Everett, 


Ltp. Jan. 16. G. H. Coates, 


FRIERS’ ASSOCIATION Lip, 
. 10, Cook-st Liverpool 


risu 
Deye 


Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 


Fripay, December 23. 
Lowestoft Pleasure Trips Ltd 
Stones (Bath) Ltd. 
Marie Celeste Ltd. 
The Restitution 


London Gazette 


Old Castle Picture House 
(Bedford) Ltd 
Barrow Entertainments Ltd. 
Silvester Ltd 
Jackson & Deyes Ltd Co. Ltd 
Midland Counties Shipping Co. Universal Shipping & 
Ltd warding Co. Ltd 
Hunt, Wightwick & Co. Ltd. Taylor & Parsons Ltd. 
Stella Shipping Co. Ltd Brickmakers (Preston) Ltd 
Peter Todd & Co, Ltd Klondyke Dome Mining Co. 
John Pilling Ltd. Ltd 
High Crompton Mills Ltd James Greaves Ltd. 
Stamford Commercial Ltd Wilding Brothers Ltd. 
Public Works Alliance Ltd John Sloan & Co. (Liverpool) 
Highbridge Cattle & Stock Ltd 
Market Co. Ltd. B. C. B. Pump Manufacturing 
Salisbury Shipping Co. Ltd Co. Ltd 
Australian Dairies Ltd George Johnson Ltd. 
Miller & Richards Ltd. Fortuna Investment 
J.J. Ball & Co Ltd Ltd 
rhe Gilbertson Motor Co. Ltd. 


EVIDENCE 


on behalf of Christianity is provided by the 
CHRISTIAN EVIDENCE SOCIETY, 
33 and 34, Oraven Street, W.C.2. 


Steamship 


For- 


Trust 








| LAKE, 


| LISTER, 


December 27. 


British Columbia Mortgage & B.E.F. Fishing Co. Ltd. 
Finance Co. Ltd. A. H. Shepherd Ltd. 

Lawrence Thompson Ltd. Harley Syndicate Ltd. 

Haslams Garages Ltd Commercial Collecting 

Knowles Turton Estate Co. Ltd Ltd. 

rhe Ogden Accessory Manu- T. B.'s Tours Ltd. 
facturing Co. Ltd Anglo-French Wireless 

Saltaire Garage Ltd Ltd. 

Moorgate Street Property Co. John C. Gale & Co. 
Ltd British Chair Seat 

Amso Ltd. Engraving Co. Ltd. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, 


Ltd. 








Bankruptcy Notices 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
~—FRmpAY, December 


92 
~. 


London Gazette. 


ALLCOAT, JOHN W., 
Ord. Dee. 21 
AUSTIN SHOE COMPANY, 
Ord. Dec. 20 
ALLISON, JAMES H., Great Grimsby 
Dec. 8. Ord. Dec. 20 
BERRY, FRANK, Manchester 
Ord. Dec. 20 
BLASKEY, ABRAHAM, Mansfield. 
Ord. Deo. 20 
CARR, JOSEPH, Goole 
CLARKE, GEORGE W., 
Ord. Dec. 19 
CLERKE, B. V., Finsbury-pvemnt 
Ord. Dec. 20 
Cox, RAYMOND G. & CO., 
Ord. Dec. 19. 
DOUGLAS & CO., 
Ord. Dec. 20 
EDGELOW, JOHN H 
Ord. Dec. 20. 
FLEMING, SIDNEY, 
Ora. Dee. 20. 
FOLLAND, FREDERICK T., 
Dec. 19. Ord. Dec. 19 
Foster, T. B. G., 
Dec. 15. 
GALES, HARRY, 
Pet. Oct. 15 
Hawes, Robert P., 
Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. 
HICKMAN, ALFRED J., 
Ord. July 15. 

HILL, RicHarp E., West Kensington. 
Dec. 3. Ord. Dec. 21. 
HORNBY, JOHN, Barnsley. 

Dec. 19. 
JACKS, FREDERICK I., 
Ord. Dee. 21, 
JAMES, THOMAS, 
Dec. 19. 
JENSEN, ORLA A. S., Hornsea. 
Dec, 21. Ord. Dec. 21, 
KAY, JAMES, Kingston _oer Hull 
Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. D: pa 
KENNARD, BERNARD G., 
Ord. Dec. 19. 
WILLIAM, 
Ord. Dec. 19. 
LARKIN, MARGARET E., 
Ord. Dee. 19. 
Jouy, 
Dec. 19. 
LOVELL, H., 
Ord. Dee. 21, 
Luby, J. H., Bristol. 
LYON. ALBERT, Clerkenwell. 
Ord. Dec, 21. 
MITCHELL, FRED, 


Nuneaton. Coventry. Pet. Dec. 21. 


Old Ford. High Court. Pet. Nov. 24. 


Great Grimsby. Pet. 


Manchester. Pet. Dec. 20, 


Nottingham. Pet. Dec. 20. 
Ord. Dec. 
Pet. Dec. 


19. 
19, 


Pet. Dec. 19. 
Sheffield. 


Wakefield 
Doncaster. 


High Court. Pet. Aug. 31. 


Bradford. Bradford. Pet. Dec. 9. 


H Wallasey. Birkenhead. Pet. Dec. 13, 


, Strand, W.C. High Court. Pet. Nov. 2. 


Shortlands. High Court. Pet. Nov. 8, 


Barnstaple. Barnstaple 


Clewer. High Court. Pet. Sept. 13. Ord. 


Brick- lane, Na thnal Gongs. High Court. 
Ord. Dec. 

Glouse ster-terrace. 
Dec, 21. 


Brackley. 


High Court. 


Banbury. Pet. June 30. 


High Court. Pet. 
Dec. 


Pet. Dec, 21. 


Barnsley. Pet. 19. Ord, 


Felpham. Brighton. 


Kington. Leominster. Pet. Dec. 19. Ord. 


Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. 


aesden. Rochester. Pet. Dec. 19. 


Redditch. Birmingham. Pet. Dec. 19. 


Nelson. Burnley. Pet. Dec. 7, 


Darwen, Blackburn. Pet. Dec. 19. Ord. 


High Court. Pet. Nov. 25 


Ord. Dec. 21. 
Pet. Sept. 7 


New Burlington-st. 


Bristol. Pet. Nov. 25. 
High Court. 


Halifax. Pet. Dec. 19. 


Halifax. 
c. 19. 

MOORE, fous » Hornsea. Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. Dec. 9. 

Pet. Dec. 9. 


Pet. Nov. 21. 


, Bradford. Bradford. 


Abingdon. Oxford. Ord. 


More, Aureep Ze 
Dec. 21. 
Norris, Henry W., Devonshire-sq. High Court. Pet. Dec. 19, 


Ord. Dec. 19. 
ome —— Cambridge. 
d. Dec, 2 


Cambridge. Pet. Dec. 21. 


Co. 


Co. 


& Panel 


Pet. | 


Kingston-upon-Hull. 


Ord. | 


Ord. | 


Newport (Mon.) Pet, 
Pet. Dec. 21, 


PEARCE, ALBERT E., ae. 
Dec. 20. Ord. Dec. 
PRIESTLEY, JAMES, 
Ord. Dee. 21. 
RENTON, WILLIAM H., 
Ord. Dee. 19. 
RIVIERE, GERALD, 
Ord. Dec. 19. 
Roncarl, E., Brixton-rd. 
Dec. 19. 
SMITH, GEORGE 
Ord. Dec. 20. 
STEVENS, a i Brigg. 
Ord. Dec. 19 
SUMMERSBY, WiLLiAM R., Bideford. Barnstaple. 
9 


Ord. Dec. 
Su —, any A., Preston. Pet. Dec. 
Windsor. 


Leiceste r. Leicester. 
Sheffield. Sheffield. Pet. Dec. 19, 
High Court. Pet. Aug. 20, 
Pet. Dec. 8. Ord, 
Pe’. Dec. 20, 
Pet. Dec. 19, 

Pet. Dec. 21, 
Ord. 
Dec. 19, 


Piccadilly. 
High Court. 


8., Leicester. Leicester. 


Great Grimsby. 


Preston. 19. 


Dec. 

Waasn, "ALBERT J., 
Ord. Dec. 19. 

WISE, Ropert L., Walthamstow, and MARSDEN, JAMES G., 
Walthamstow. High Court. Pet. Dec. 19. Ord. Dec, 19, 

London Gazette —TUESDAY, December 27. 

ALDERSLEY, JOHN E. , Barnoldswick. Bradford. Pet. Dee, 1, 
Ord. Dec, 2% 

BAILLIE, ADA, poker, Sunderland. Sunderland. Pet. Dee, 21, 
Ord. Dec. 21. 

BAMFORD, ne H., Sheffield. Shefficld. Pet. Dec. 23, 
Ord. Dec. 2 

BARNETT, B., ‘Whitechapel-rd. High Court. Pet. Nov, 21. 
Ord. Dec. 20. 

BRANSON, ALBERT W. H., 
Spratton. Northampton. 

CHASMAR, ROBERT W., Smarden, 
Dec. 21. Ord. Dec. 21. 

CORBISHLEY, JosHua J., 
Ord. Dec. 22. 

DAVIs, Fae ICK, Rainhill. 
Dee, 2 

Davison, NevILLE H., Pall Mall. 
Ord. Dec. 23. 

| EDWARDS, JOHN W., 

Ord. Dec. 21. 
, EVANS, Evan, Llanybyther. Carmarthen. 


Dec. 
PRIGHERY, JAMES, Wigan. Pet. Dec. 23. 


Farnham. Pet. 








and BRANSON, CHARLES Wf 
Pet. Dec. 21. Ord. Dec. 21 
Kent. Canterbury. Pet, 


Dec. 22, 
Ord, 
28. 


Linton. Hereford. Pet. 


Liverpool. Pet. Nov. 14. 
High Court. Pet. Nov. 
Pet. 





Bangor. Dec. 21. 
Pet. Dec. 22. 


Ord. Dee. 


Newborough. 
. Ord. 


Wigan. 


GRAHAM, WILLIAM, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet, 
ec. 22. Ord. Dec. 

HAROLD, ARTHUR C 
Dec. 23. Ord. Dec. 2: 

LAMB, JOSEPH, West Thorn Farm, 
castle-upon-Tyne. Pet. Dec. 23. 

—— REUBEN Ey Gracechurch-st. 
Nov. 23. Ord. Dec. 

sree, Duane A., tr Harrogate. 
Ord. Dec. 21 

RIGBY, THOMAS, Pet. Dec. 
Dec. 21 

ROBINSON, ELLIS, Baildon. 


Felling. 


North Finchley. High Court. Pet. 


near Ponteland. New- 
Ord. Dec. 23. 

High Court. Pet. 
Pet. Dec. 21. 


Preston. Preston. 21, Ord. 


Leeds. Pet. Dec. 10, Ord. Dec. 


23. 
RUTHERFORD, a, Bishop Auckland. Durham. Pet. 


Dec. 13. Ord. Dec. 2 - 
SHEPHERD, WILLIAM, ley. Walsall. Pet. Dec. 17. 
Sheffield. Pet. Dec 


Ord. 
Dec, 17. 
SHIMWELL, HUMPHREY, Doncaster. 
Ord. Dec. 22. ; , 
STANTON, W. & Co., Hackney. High Court. Pet. Nov. 17. 
Ord. Dec. 
STEWART, a Penrith. Carlisle. Pet. Dec. 8. Ord. Dec. 23. 
—_—-, Percy W. , High Holborn. High Court. Pet. Nov. 
Ord. Dec. 22. 
| Tomas, GEORGE, Battersea. Pet. 
Ord. Dec. 23. 

Tucker, WILLIAM E., Arthur-st, E.C. 
Sept. 30. Ord. Dec. 22. 

| WARD, STANLEY F., High Court. Pet. Dec. 23. 

WATtTTs, — Liverpool. Liverpool. Pet. Nov. 
Dec. 21 

WoopWARD, ETHEL M., Croydon. Croydon. 
Ord. Dec, 22 


WRIGHT, WILLIAM, Leeds. Leeds. Pet. Dec. 23. Ord. Dec. 23. 
I? is very important that one’s Keys should 

be registered by a reliable Company. You 
should ring up 1445 Clerkenwell to-day, and ask 


| the British Key Registry about it or write 
| London Office, 64, Finsbury Pavement, E.C.2. 
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Wandsworth. Dec. 23. 


High Court. Pet. 
Ord. Dec. 23. 
25. Ord. 


Pet. Dec. 22. 
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Aug. 20, 


8. Ord 





